Amendment dati;d My 19, 2007 

Respoiue to Offjce Action dated June 4, 2007 



SAtfeNT 



REM.UIKS/ARGUMENTS 

ClaiiYis 1-13, 15-80 and H5-121 wereexammed and rejected. The claims have 
been amended as noted above. Reexaininalion and reconsideration of the claims, as amended, 
are respeetililly requested. 

Applicants tiianlc Bxaininer Hoffman for the courteous and helpful inten'iew on 
July 9, 2007. At that interview, applicants demonstrated a working model of the surgical aid 
device of the present invention. In particnlar, it was pointed out how the device comprises both a 
fen^oia) (. oniptineni anti a tibia component. The tl-munil oi>mponenl in turn inciisdos boih ;t 
stationary femoral member and an adjustable femoral member. In order to permit adjustment of 
tension on the ligaments while the knee is in flexion, is important that the adjustable femoral 
member both (1) have a condylar component for engaging the tibia wto the knee is in flexion, 
and (2) a second component or a surface disposed at a right angle relative to the condylar portion 
for cuj!CH;int^ the {ibi^i when ihc kacc is straight (ai^ extension). It is funlicr impoilunt thai ihc- 
adjustable fetnoral member be moveable in an anterior-posterior direction relative to the axis of 
the femur so that the spacing between the stationaiy member and the tibia may be adjusted while 
the knee is in flexion. 

These features are neither taught nor suggested by the Gustilo, et al. '292 Patent, 
rr.i.^tilo tcacSics a particular type of tibial implant is adjustijble primarily in the axial 

direction relative to the tibia. V/liile Figs. 8 and 1 i-14 describt; one embodiment where a Hat 
surface of the tibia member ma>' pivot over a dome shaped surface, nowhere docs Gastilo ever 
teach that the tibial component would have a condylar portion of or that it be adjustable in an 
anterior-posterior direction. 

As independent claims 1 and 42, the oniy independent claims in the application, 
have both now been amended to recite these two features of the invention, it is believed that all 
pending claims distinguish Gastiio had requested that the rejections over Gastilo be withdrawn. 



Page liS of 1 7 



Appl. No 10.77^,608 

Amendment datoi July }9, 2007 

Reisponse to Office Action dated June 4, 2007 



If for any reason the Examiner believes that the telephone conference would in 



any way expedite prosecution of the subject application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the 
imdcrsigned at (650) 326-2400. 



TOWNSEND and TOV/NSEND and CREW LLP 
Two Embarcadero Center, Eighth Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111-3834 
Tel: 650-326-2400/ Fax: 415-576-0300 
JMB :jke / eiw!>s?9 vj 



Respectfully subiuitted, 

James M.Heslin 
Reg, No. 29,541 




By: Douglas Portnow 
Reg. No. 59,660 
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